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How does the EuroBlight network help to 
control the aggressive potato late blight 
pathogen
Outline of presentation
▪ Introduction Late Blight
▪ EuroBlight
● Population monitoring
● Fungicide efficacy
● Best Practices
o Primary inoculum sources
o Resistant varieties
o Fungicides
o Decision Support Systems
▪ Conclusions
2
Symptoms late blight
Life cycle Phytophthora infestans
oospores
A1 A2
Late Blight: damage
▪Worldwide 21 million ha and    
€ 10 billion damage
▪ In Holland 165.000 ha
● turnover € 750 million year
▪12-15 sprays/year
▪Costs per year
● Fungicides € 60 million
● Spraying € 60 million
● Damage: € 30 million
● Total € 150 million (=20% of 
the turnover)
What is EuroBlight?
▪ Consortium of research, commercial & extension staff
▪ Arose from 2 European Union funded projects
▪ Meetings sponsored by industry & research funded by 
EU, national or commercial programmes
▪ An enduring model for other international networks
▪ Managed by Huub Schepers (NL), Jens Grønbech Hansen 
(DK) & Alison Lees (UK)
www.euroblight.net
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17 workshops: 1996-2019
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Challenges for EuroBlight
▪ New P. infestans populations that are more agressive & 
less sensitive to some active ingredients
▪ Early blight increasing probem in Europe / fungicide 
resistance
▪ List of available fungicides shortened / risk of fungicide 
resistance
▪ How to use alternative products (e.g. BCA and PDS)
▪ How to protect new and more resistant cultivars?
▪ Active ingredient & resistance gene stewardship
▪ National research communities – less people
▪ Update Best Practises with new technologies i.e. 
Molecular data, new sensors, satellite information etc.
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Workshops-Proceedings
▪ EuroBlight coordinators + 
local organizer
▪ Maximum of 100 
participants
▪ Plenary & subgroup
● Epidemiology
● Host-pathogen
● Control Strategies
▪ Excursion to potato sector
▪ Proceedings 17 x

EuroBlight Statement 2019
Recommendations:
1. Develop the global 
genetic landscape
2. Adopt innovative IPM 
technologies
3. Work together and 
share resources
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Mapping Late Blight population Europe
± 750 samples
EuroBlight Fungicide table
▪ Late & Early Blight
▪ Ratings for different 
characteristics
▪ Quantitative ratings 
for leaf & tuber 
blight
● EuroBlight trial 
protocol
▪ Qualitative rating for 
other characteristics


Reduce primary inoculum sources

Infected seed Oospores
Dumps Infected potato 
Volunteer plants 
Photo: Dow-UK
Infected tomato 
Reduce primary inoculum sources
▪Regulations of Board for Arable
Products
▪ Inspected by NAK
● Dumps: cover with black plastic 
before 15 April
● Volunteers: control after 1 Juli 
when > 2 plants/m2 per 0,3 ha
● Excessive blight: control when:
● > 1000 diseased leaflets/20 m2
● > 2000 diseased leaflets/100 m2
▪Warning: yellow card
▪Red card: money fine 
Use resistant varieties
The Future?
Fungicide applications under extreme disease pressure:
Variety Strategy # sprays TFI % Infection
Desiree NoControl 0 0 100.00
Desiree WeeklySchedule 12 12 5.01
Desiree IPM2.0 11 10.333 5.02
SarpoMira NoControl 0 0 1.09
SarpoMira WeeklySchedule 12 12 0.00
SarpoMira IPM2.0 3 0.75 0.00
A15-31 NoControl 0 0 0.01
A15-31 WeeklySchedule 12 12 0.00
A15-31 IPM2.0 3 0.75 0.00
Exploiting hybrid potato breeding for accelerating 
introgression & stacking of new resistance sources 
against P. infestans - Asmaa Youssef
Targeted use of fungicides

Potato blight fungicides
▪ Protectant: has to be
present on (or in) the 
leaf/stem surface before
spore 
germination/penetration
▪ Curative (kick-back): is 
active during the immediate
post infection period, but 
before symptoms appear
▪ Eradicant: fungus is 
killed/inhibited when
sprayed on lesions (incl. 
anti-sporulant)
▪ Contact:
● on the surface of the 
potato plant
● in the wax layer
▪ Local-systemic: limited to 
translaminar movement 
and hardly any 
translocation from leaf to 
leaf and stem to foliage 
▪ Systemic: translocation 
upwards (and downwards) 
in the plant 
Biological efficacy Mobility in plant
Potato fungicides
DAG 0
DAG 1
DAG 2
DAG 3
DAG 4
WAX LAYER
TRANS LAMINAIR
SYSTEMIC
CONTACT
SPORICIDE
ANTI SPORULANT
mancozeb, fluazinam, chlorothalonil
cymoxanil, dimethomorf, fluopicolide
metalaxyl-M, propamocarb, zorvec
cyazofamid, fluazinam, amisulbrom
cyazofamid, mandipropamid, ametoctradin
fluopicolide, dimethomorf
Application quality
Good
Not uniform
Excessive – run off
Decision Support Systems
IPM 2.0: Test of a DSS including information 
from a trap nursery - J.G. Hansen

Conclusions
▪Evolution of blight is an ongoing process
▪Reduction of primary sources of inoculum is an 
important aspect of IPM
▪ Input of fungicides can be reduced in potato 
varieties with durable resistance
▪ Link fungicide characteristics with disease pressure 
and plant growth 
▪ IPM increases efficacy of control, reduces costs and 
environmental side effects
Thank you for your attention
